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Bef ore MURNAGHAN and MOTZ, Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

John Lucas, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

John Lucas appeal s the district court’s dism ssal as frivol ous
under 28 U.S.C. A. § 1915(e) (West Supp. 1999) of his Bivens! action
and the district court’s denial of his notion for relief from
judgnent made pursuant to Fed. R GCv. P. 60(b). W have reviewed
the record and the district court’s opinions and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we dismss the appeal on the reasoning of the

district court. See Lucas v. Pinner, No. 99-Cv-2181 (D. M. Aug.

2, 1999 and Aug. 24, 1999).2 W dispense with oral argunent be-
cause the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.

DI SM SSED

1 Bivens V. Six Unknown Naned Agents of Fed. Bureau of
Nar cotics, 403 U. S. 388 (1971).

2 Al'though the district court's orders are dated July 29,
1999, and August 23, 1999, respectively, the district court's
records show that the orders were entered on the docket sheet on
August 2, 1999, and August 24, 1999. Pursuant to Rules 58 and
79(a) of the Federal Rules of Cvil Procedure, it is the date that
the order was physically entered on the docket sheet that we take
as the effective date of the district court's decision. See WIson
v. Miurray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th GCr. 1986).



